Social ecological and developmental system perspectives suggest that interactions among factors within and across multiple contexts (e.g., neighborhood, peer, family) must be considered in explaining dating violence perpetration. Yet, to date, most extant research on dating violence has focused on individual, rather than contextual predictors, and used variable-centered approaches that fail to capture the configurations of factors that may jointly explain involvement in dating violence. The current study used a personcentered approach, latent profile analysis, to identify key configurations (or profiles) of contextual risk and protective factors for dating violence perpetration across the neighborhood, school, friend and family contexts. We then examine the longitudinal associations between these contextual risk profiles, assessed during middle school, and trajectories of psychological and physical dating violence perpetration across grades 8 through 12. Five contextual risk profiles were identified: school, neighborhood, and family risk; school and family risk; school and friend risk; school and neighborhood risk; and low risk. The highest levels of psychological and physical perpetration across grades 8 through 12 were among adolescents in the profile characterized by high levels of school, neighborhood, and family risk. Results suggest that early interventions to reduce violence exposure and increase social regulation across multiple social contexts may be effective in reducing dating violence perpetration across adolescence.
Introduction
Research suggests that more than one in ten US adolescents experience dating violence (DV) each year with potentially severe sequelae, including increased risk for involvement in adult intimate partner violence . These findings have shifted the issue of adolescent DV to the forefront of US injury prevention control efforts (Vagi et al. 2013) . For example, two national agencies recently implemented large scale DV prevention efforts (Miller et al. 2015; Tharp 2012) . Both efforts aimed to change individual as well as contextual level risk and protective factors based on a social ecological perspective, which posits that factors at multiple contextual levels (e.g., family, peer, neighborhood) must be considered in explaining and preventing the involvement in antisocial behaviors such as DV perpetration. Implementing Bupstream^con-textual level prevention strategies is of key importance because such strategies have the potential to produce sustained change in risk for violence at the population level (Frieden 2010) .
To date, however, limited empirical research is available to guide contextual level primary prevention efforts. Most extant research examining the etiological pathways leading to DV perpetration during adolescence has focused on individual-, rather than contextual-level factors Vagi et al. 2013) . Moreover, nearly all previous research has focused on identifying the unique effects of particular risk or protective factors on DV perpetration behaviors while controlling for other factors being modeled. Yet, social ecological and developmental system perspectives suggest that context-context interactions, whereby two or more contextual factors work Electronic supplementary material The online version of this article (https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-018-0896-3) contains supplementary material, which is available to authorized users.
synergistically to influence behavior, B…are pervasive and detecting and understanding them is central to empirical research on behavioral development^ (Bauer and Shanahan 2007, p. 256) . Identifying such joint effects is critical for informing contextually focused DV primary prevention efforts; programs that target one particular context may have null or short-lived effects if their effects are attenuated by risk factors in other contexts that work in concert to foster aggression (Farmer et al. 2001 ).
In the current study, we address these research gaps by drawing on a developmental system framework (Lerner 1998) as well as theories of social learning (Bandura 1977) and social control (Elliott et al. 1985; Hirschi 1969) to identify key configurations (or profiles) of risk and protective factors for DV across the neighborhood, school, friend, and family contexts. We then examine the longitudinal associations between these contextual risk profiles, assessed during middle school, and trajectories of psychological and physical DV perpetration across grades 8 through 12. We determine whether certain configurations of contextual risk and protective factors longitudinally predict more problematic trajectories of DV perpetration than other contextual configurations.
The Influence of Social Context on Adolescent Dating Violence Perpetration
Although limited, an emerging body of research has begun to identify contextual level factors that predict DV including factors related to adolescents' neighborhood (e.g., neighborhood disadvantage), school (e.g., school bonding), peer (e.g., deviant peer affiliation), and family (e.g., parental warmth) environments Vagi et al. 2013) . These findings are consistent with theoretical perspectives (e.g., social ecological theory ; Bronfenbrenner 1977 ) that recognize that multiple social and physical environments form layers of influence on youth that can contribute to involvement in maladaptive behaviors such as DV. Developmental system perspectives further suggest that particular constellations (or patterns) of influences within and across different contexts may work together as a system to promote or deflect individuals from DV behavior (Bauer and Shanahan 2007; Lerner 1998) . For example, when the developmental system comprises primarily protective factors, these factors may collectively constrain against involvement in DV and protect against the influence of risks present in the system. Conversely, systems comprised primarily of negative risks may promote antisocial behavioral patterns (Farmer et al. 2007) . Per this perspective, high levels of interactions between and within contextual domains create a Bfunctioning holism^ (Bauer and Shanahan 2007) . Accordingly, scholars have recommended that empirical research drawing on this perspective employ person-centered approaches (e.g., latent class analysis) that treat the person, as a whole, as the unit of analysis (Bauer and Shanahan 2007; Lanza et al. 2010) . Person-centered analyses can capture complex interactions by identifying distinct subgroups of individuals who are similar to each other within a group but differ from members of other groups, in terms of their configuration of values across a set of variables (Bauer and Shanahan 2007) .
A small but emerging body of research suggests the value of person-centered approaches for identifying specific combinations of risk and protective factors that jointly explain maladjustment early in the life-course, including externalizing problems and aggressive behavior during childhood ) and delinquency risk during adolescence (Gorman-Smith et al. 2000; Parra et al. 2006) . For example, in a study of neighborhood and family-level factors, GormanSmith et al. (2000) found that neighborhood conditions worked synergistically with different family configurations to influence risk for delinquent behavior during adolescence. Such approaches, however, have been rarely applied to the study of adolescent DV. Rather, extant research on contextual factors associated with DV has almost exclusively used variable-centered analytic approaches oriented toward identifying common Bmain effect^relations that apply to all individuals and typically assume homogeneity of the underlying population with respect to how variables are related.
To our knowledge, only two studies, to date, have used person-centered analysis to examine contextual risk profiles associated with adolescent DV perpetration. In a study of 12-to 18-year-old youth focused on family processes, Mumford et al. (2016) identified three parenting profiles (positive parenting, strict/harsh parenting, and strict/disengaged parenting) that differentially predicted risk for DV perpetration. Membership in the positive parenting class as compared to strict/harsh and strict/disengaged classes was longitudinally associated with lower risk for DV at follow-up. In a study focused on peer factors, Casey and Beadnell (2010) identified four types of peer networks in a sample of youth in grades 7 to 12 (dense male, dense female, average, and popular). As compared to youth in popular networks, youth in dense male networks were at greater risk for future DV perpetration. The findings of both of these studies suggest that identifying risk typologies can be of value for predicting DV risk. However, both of these studies were limited to examining one particular context and thus do not shed light on cross-context (e.g., family × peer) interactions. Further, both studies assessed DV at only two points in time in samples that included a wide range of ages, limiting their ability to examine whether/how contextual risk profiles influence the onset and development of DV over time.
The Current Study
In the current study, we examined whether and how combinations of neighborhood, school, friend, and family risk and protective factors interact to predict trajectories of psychological and physical DV perpetration. A person-centered method, latent profile analysis (LPA), was used to identify risk/ protection profiles based on risk and protective factors drawn from each of the contextual domains. Risk factors were identified from a social learning theory (SLT) perspective (Bandura 1977) , which suggests that adolescents who are exposed to antisocial behavior (and associated rewards) internalize norms that are generally more accepting of such behavior and are less likely to anticipate that engaging in antisocial behavior will result in negative sanction. Risk factors examined, based on SLT, were exposure to models of violence and antisocial behavior in the neighborhood, school, friend, and family contexts. Protective factors were chosen based on social control theory (SCT), which suggests that conventional controls may constrain violent behavior (Hirschi 1969) . In particular, contexts that promote social control may inhibit aggressive behavior by encouraging conformity to prosocial values and norms, including antiviolence and social responsibility norms. Based on SCT, protective factors examined included neighborhood social control, school bonding, friend prosocial beliefs and family regulation. Notably, consistent with a developmental systems perspective, empirical research suggests that social learning and control variables within and across contextual levels may work synergistically to promote antisocial behaviors (e.g., Ennett et al. 2008; Haynie 2001) ; for example, Ennett et al. (2008) found that the social learning effects of alcohol modeling by peers on alcohol misuse were buffered by family social regulation.
No previous study of DV has used person-centered approaches to examine contextual risk/protection profiles across multiple domains of influence. However, drawing on findings of research examining other types of antisocial behaviors among children and high-risk youth, we expected to find at least two profiles: (1) a pervasive risk profile characterized by high violence exposure and low social control across all contexts and (2) a low risk profile characterized by low violence exposure and high social control across all contexts Parra et al. 2006) . Some empirical research also suggests that some adolescents may experience risk in one domain, but not others (e.g., Parra et al. 2006 ); as such, we also anticipated that context-specific risk profiles, characterized by high risk and low protection in only one context, might emerge.
We examined whether the contextual risk/protection profiles, assessed during middle school, predicted trajectories of DV perpetration across grades 8 through 12, a key developmental period when individual differences in DV behavior emerge . In particular, theory suggests that individuals with greater exposure to systemic risk across multiple contexts are more likely than individuals without such exposures to engage in persistent high levels of aggression across adolescence (Moffitt 1993 ). As such, we expected that membership in the pervasive risk profile, compared to other profiles, would confer risk for involvement in elevated levels of DV perpetration across grades 8-12. This prediction is also consistent with previous research that has found that multidomain high risk/low protection profiles confer the greatest risk for involvement in other types of antisocial behavior during childhood and adolescence (e.g., Lanza et al. 2010) .
Method

Study Design and Data Collection Procedures
Data are from adolescents who participated in a longitudinal study of the influence of contextual factors on the development of health risk behaviors during adolescence. The study used a cohort sequential design in which all eligible 6th, 7th, and 8th grade students in two complete public-school systems were entered into the study. Participants in the targeted grades were allowed to enter the study at any time point regardless of whether they had participated or not in previous waves. Follow-up surveys were administered at six additional time points (T2-T7) ending when participants were in grades 10, 11, and 12; 6-month intervals separated the first six timepoints, and there was a 1-year lapse between T6 and T7. At each wave, all enrolled students in the targeted grades who were able to complete the survey in English and were not in special education programs were eligible for the study. Parents had the opportunity to refuse consent for their child's participation by returning a written form or calling a toll-free number. Adolescent assent was obtained from teens whose parents consented prior to survey administration. The Institutional Review Board for the School of Public Health at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill approved the data collection protocols. At T1, 6% of parents refused consent, 6% of adolescents declined to participate, and 8% were absent on the days when data were collected for a total of 2825 students completing a survey at T1 of whom 50% were male; 48% were Black, 45% were White, and 7% were of other race/ ethnicity; and 28% reported the highest education achieved by either parent was high school or less across all waves. The response rate, calculated as the proportion of adolescents who completed a survey out of those eligible for the survey at T1, was 79%. Response rates for T2-T7 ranged between 73 and 88%.
Analytic Sample
Comprehensive multi-item scales assessing DV were added to the study at T4 (grades 8-10). Thus, of the 2825 participating adolescents at T1, we restricted the analytic sample to those adolescents who participated in at least two waves across T4-T7 (n = 2157) and thus could contribute information about change over time in DV perpetration. Participant demographic factors were associated with loss to follow-up (i.e., participation in ≤ 1 waves across T4-T7); in particular, males and those with low parent education were more likely to be lost to follow-up. These variables were included as covariates in all models. A small number of participants were dropped from the analysis due to missing data on demographic covariates (n = 96). Consistent with our focus on primary prevention, to control for temporality of relationships and enable us to predict onset and development of DV perpetration behavior based on risk profile membership, we excluded youth who reported having hit or threatened a date at T1 (n = 231) or who were missing on these indicators at T1 (n = 44). The final analytic sample included 1786 adolescents, of whom 50% were male; 48% were Black, 45% were White, and 7% were of other race/ethnicity; and 28% reported the highest education achieved by either parent was high school or less. Most (81%) reported having ever dated across T4-T7, and 54% reported having been on a date prior to T4.
Measures
Measures used to construct the contextual risk profiles came from T1 and data from T4-T7 were used to create repeated measures of DV perpetration. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the variables used to define the contextual risk profiles.
Psychological and Physical DV Perpetration Adolescents were asked, BDuring the past 3 months, how many times did you do each of the following things to someone you were dating or on a date with? Don't count it if you did it in self-defense or play.F ive items were psychologically abusive acts (e.g., Bthreatened to hit them^) and five were physically abusive acts (e.g., Bhit or slapped them^). Response options ranged from Bnever^(0) to Bten or more times^(4). Scores were summed to create a composite measure for each DV type and log-transformed to reduce skew (Cronbach's alpha > 0.90 for both outcomes across all waves). Prevalence rates ranged between 16 and 28% for psychological DV and between 15 and 19% for physical DV perpetration across grades 8-12.
Contextual Risk Factors Family violence was measured by averaging three items from Bloom's (1985) family functioning scale (e.g., Bfamily members sometimes hit each other^). Using a directory of enrolled students, adolescents were asked to identify up to five of their closest friends. Friends' antisocial behavior was measured by averaging nominated friends' reports of involvement in physical and relational peer violence perpetration (e.g., Bhit or slapped another kid^) as assessed by eight items drawn from the Problem Behavior Frequency scale (Farrell et al. 2000) . School substance use was measured by averaging six items assessing adolescents' perceptions about the extent to which students at their school engaged in different types of substance use (e.g., Bat your school, about how many students your age do you think drink alcohol?^). Neighborhood violence was measured by averaging four items assessing adolescents' perceptions of violence and safety in their neighborhood (e.g., Bpeople there have violent arguments^). Measures of contextual risk were scored such that higher levels denote greater amounts of exposure to violence/antisocial behavior.
Contextual Protective Factors
Family regulation was measured by averaging scores on items assessing parental demandingness (three items), responsiveness (three items), and attachment (three items). Items on responsiveness and demandingness were from the Authoritative Parenting Scale (Jackson et al. 1998) . The same nine items were asked about the respondent's mother and father (18 items total). Friend prosocial control was measured via two scales assessing the extent to which the respondent's nominated friends endorsed conventional beliefs (three items; e.g., Bit's good to be honest^) and pro-social values (three items; e.g., Bit's important to finish high school^); scores were averaged to create a composite measure. School bonding was the mean of adolescents' agreement with three items (e.g., Bstudents at this school are willing to go out of their way to help someone^) from a scale measuring caring school communities (Battistich and Hom 1997) . Neighborhood social control was measured by averaging five items assessing adolescents' perceptions of neighborhood social cohesion, adult monitoring of youth, and willingness to intervene to prevent deviance. All measures of contextual protection were scored such that higher levels denote greater levels of control.
Demographic Covariates Sex was coded with female as the reference group. Two dummy coded variables indexed whether the adolescent reported they were Black or of other race/ethnicity, with White as a reference group. Grade level at T1 was coded as 0 (grade 6), 1 (grade 7) or 2 (grade 8). Parental education was the maximum reported education of either parent across all waves dichotomized so that less than high school was the reference group.
Analysis
Using Mplus Version 7.4 (Muthén and Muthén 2015), we conducted a LPA of the T1 contextual risk and protective measures. We identified the optimal number of latent profiles (also referred to as classes) by comparing models with increasing numbers of classes across different statistical fit indices including: the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), and the Lo-Mendel-Rubin Likelihood Ratio Test (LMR LRT). The best-fitting most parsimonious models are those that minimize the AIC and BIC and for which adding an additional class results in a significant decrease in model fit as indicated by a p value of less than .05 for the LMR LRT. We also evaluated classification quality, as indicated by entropy scores and considered the substantive interpretation of the class profiles (Collins and Lanza 2010) . After selecting the optimal unconditional latent profile model, we reran the model including the demographic variables as auxiliary variables in order to determine whether there were any demographic differences between the classes. All of the demographic covariates showed some significant differences between profiles and were thus included as covariates in our final models (described below) linking latent profile membership to DV. In addition, we included two variables to control for dating status that indexed whether the adolescent reported having ever dated and when they first reported having ever dated.
We used the three-step approach of Asparouhov and Muthén (2014) to link the contextual risk profiles to the DV trajectories. The first step refers to the estimation of the unconditional LPA model (i.e., described above). In the second step, each individual is assigned to a profile using the latent class posterior distribution obtained in step 1. In the third step, individual class assignments are linked to the DV trajectories (described below), taking into account measurement error of the latent profile assignment variable. The model estimated in the third step was a latent growth curve model of the DV perpetration scores across grades 8 through 12 (separate models for psychological and physical DV). Each respondent contributed DV scores a maximum of four time points (T4-T7), corresponding to the four waves of data collection when DV was assessed. However, the cohort sequential design allowed us to model trajectories across eight time points corresponding to the fall and spring semesters of the 8th through 10th grades and the fall semesters of the 11th and 12th grades. Based on preliminary analysis, trajectories of psychological and physical DV perpetration were modeled as linear and quadratic, respectively, in the fixed effects with heteroscedastic residual errors and a random intercept (a table with parameter estimates and fit statistics for the best fitting unconditional trajectory models is available online). All models were fit using the maximum likelihood robust estimator to adjust for non-normality. Missing data were dealt with via full information maximum likelihood, which provides unbiased estimates under the assumption that data are missing at random.
To determine whether trajectories differed significantly across the latent profiles, we performed a series of Wald tests to assess model fit when constraints were imposed on the growth factor means. The first model estimated allowed the fixed effects for all growth factors (i.e., intercepts, slopes, quadratic factors) to vary across profiles. We then systematically tested whether constraining the growth factors to be equal across profiles led to a significant decrement in model fit. When omnibus equality constraints were rejected, posthoc pair-wise Wald tests were used to examine differences in trajectory parameters between profiles.
Results
Class Enumeration and the Five-Profile Model
Fit indices for the unconditional latent profile model are shown in Table 2 . The AIC and BIC decreased as the number of classes increased, although decreases leveled off as the number of classes increased from four to five. The LMR LRT favored a five-class solution, as this was the greatest number of classes for which this test was statistically significant. We selected the five-class model based on the LMR LRT; in addition, the five-class model was parsimonious and provided interpretable results. The top half of Table 3 shows the pattern of indicators (i.e., mean values on the indicators for individuals assigned to that class) for the final five-class latent profile model. Average posterior probabilities (AvePP) of profile membership for individuals assigned to each group, shown in the top row of Table 3 , are an indication of measurement error in the latent class variable; higher values suggest less measurement error. AvePP for each profile were all > 0.7, indicating good correspondence of the model with the data.
The majority of the sample (class 1, 54.8% of the sample) was characterized by low risk/high protection pattern across all contexts, consistent with our proposed low risk profile pattern of contextual violence and social control. The other four classes that emerged (classes 2-5) were all distinguished from the low risk profile in having comparatively high levels of school substance use and low levels of school bonding (school risk) and were distinguished from each other mainly by levels of risk in the other social contexts. In particular, a AvePP = average posterior probability of class membership for those assigned to the class based on maximum probability assignment rule. Logistic regression results are from a conditional model including all covariates simultaneously as predictors of class membership using the three-step method *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 second class, comprising 12.3% of the sample, was characterized by a pattern of high school, neighborhood, and family risk. Adolescents in this class reported elevated exposure to violence/antisocial behavior and relatively low levels of prosocial control in the school, neighborhood, and family contexts. A third class (school and family risk), comprising 13.3% of the sample, was similar to class 2 in having high levels of school and family risk, but was distinguished from class 2 in reporting comparatively low levels of neighborhood violence. A fourth class (school and friend risk), comprising 5.5% of the sample, was distinguished from the other risk profiles in having high levels of risk/low protection in the friend context but comparatively low levels of family and neighborhood violence. Finally, a fifth class (school and neighborhood risk), comprising 14% of the sample, was distinguished from the other risk profiles in having the highest levels of neighborhood violence, but relatively low levels of family and friend violence.
Odds ratios from the conditional LPA model denoting the likelihood of profile membership (with the low risk class as the reference group) by sex, race/ethnicity, parent education, and grade are shown at the bottom half of Table 3 . Being male was associated with increased odds of being in the school and friend and school and neighborhood risk groups. The odds of being in the family, school, and neighborhood and school and neighborhood groups were greater for Black youth and youth of other race/ethnicity compared to White youth. Black (vs. White) youth also had increased odds of being in the school and friend profile. Finally, greater parent education was associated with decreased odds of being in all four high risk classes (classes 2-5). A supplementary table presenting associations between the demographic factors and class membership with classes 2-5 specified as reference groups is available online.
Linking the Profiles to the Dating Violence Trajectories
As noted above, trajectories of psychological and physical DV were estimated, respectively, as linear and quadratic growth curve models controlling for the demographic variables and adjusting for measurement error in the latent profiles. Multiparameter Wald tests indicated that the slope (psychological and physical DV) and quadratic (physical DV only) factor means did not differ significantly across profiles. However, for both outcomes, trajectory intercepts were found to differ significantly across profiles (psychological DV χ 2 = 14.03(4), p = .007; physical DV χ 2 = 17.14(4), p = .002). These findings thus suggest that profile membership is significantly associated with overall levels of (but not rates of change in) psychological and physical DV perpetrations over time. model estimated conditional trajectories of psychological (top panel) and physical (bottom panel) DV perpetration for each profile. For psychological DV, the slope factor mean was significant and positive (b = 0.04, p < .001), indicating a linear increase in this type of perpetration. For physical DV, the significant positive slope (b = 0.05, p = .02) and negative quadratic (b = − 0.01, p = .03) growth factor means indicate that, on average, perpetration levels tended to increase and then decrease across adolescence. As noted above and reflected in Fig. 1 , these overall patterns of change were not found to differ across profiles for either outcome. However, consistent with expectations for joint context effects, the highest levels of psychological and physical DV across grades 8 through 12 were among adolescents in the school, neighborhood, and family risk profile. Post-hoc Wald tests of intercept differences indicate that levels of psychological DV perpetration were significantly higher for youth in this class (class 2) compared to youth in the low risk ((χ 2 = 8.84(1), p = .003), school and family (χ 2 = 6.17(1), p = .01) and school and neighborhood (χ 2 = 4.47(1), p = .03) profiles. Class 2 youth also reported marginally higher levels of psychological DV perpetration compared to youth in the school and friend profile (χ 2 = 3.26(1), p = .07). Physical DV perpetration was also significantly higher for youth in the school, neighborhood, and family risk class compared to youth in the low risk (χ 2 = 7.86(1), p = .005) and school and friend (χ 2 = 5.90(1), p = .02) profiles and marginally higher compared to youth in the school and family profile (χ 2 = 2.80(1), p = .09). In addition, levels of physical perpetration were significantly higher for those in the school and neighborhood compared to the low risk profile (χ 2 = 3.86(1), p = .049). No other comparisons between profiles were statistically significant for either outcome.
Discussion
The present study advances our understanding of the nature of the interplay among contextual risk and protective factors and their association with DV perpetration during adolescence. We identified a small set of interpretable patterns of risk, a finding consistent with previous research that has demonstrated the value of person-centered approaches for providing a parsimonious representation of the interplay among contextual factors from multiple domains . Further, the finding that these patterns longitudinally predicted trajectories of DV suggests the utility of this approach for identifying the contextual configurations that confer the greatest risk for DV and thus should be targeted by primary prevention efforts.
We identified five salient contextual risk profiles: low risk; school, neighborhood, and family risk; school and family risk; school and friend risk; and school and neighborhood risk. The low risk profile was characterized by low levels of violence and high levels of prosocial control across all contexts, whereas each of the other profiles were characterized by a combination of school risk and elevated violence exposure in particular contexts. Notably, consistent with expectations, approximately 12% of the sample was characterized by a pattern of pervasive high risk/low protection across the school, neighborhood, and family contexts; however, unexpectedly, this pattern did not extend to the friend context. This was unexpected given that numerous studies have found that dysfunctional neighborhood, family, and school processes are associated with deviant peer affiliation (e.g., Cantillon 2006; Shaw et al. 2016) , suggesting that there is a subgroup of youth who experience all these risks as part of a Bcorrelated package^ (Cairns and Cairns 1994) . This finding may be explained by the fact that our reliance on schoolbased collection of friendship network data precluded the ability to capture data from peers who were school dropouts or attended different schools. This may have biased findings given research suggesting that youth in more violent neighborhoods are more likely to be friends with peers who do not attend their school (Harding 2008) .
Although not a central purpose of the paper, we found that demographic variables were associated with profile membership. Low parent education, an indicator of socioeconomic status (SES) during adolescence (Goodman 1999) , was associated with increased odds of membership in all of the contextual risk profiles compared to the low risk profile. Further, minority race/ethnicity was also associated with increased odds of membership in all of the risk profiles except the school and family profile. These findings are consistent with empirical work that has found persistent socioeconomic and racial/ethnic disparities in contextual factors related to violence exposure (Zimmerman and Messner 2010) . For example, research suggests that minority youth are more likely than white youth to reside in disadvantaged neighborhoods characterized by violence and may become involved in deviant peer networks because: (1) they provide the opportunity to obtain respect, a valuable form of social capital and/or (2) due to a lack of trust that membership in prosocial networks will yield positive resources (e.g., economic success and status; Haynie and Payne 2006; Zimmerman and Messner 2010) .
Sex emerged as a unique predictor of membership in the school and friend and school and neighborhood risk profiles, with boys (vs. girls) more likely to belong to these profiles than to the low risk group. These findings are consistent with those of previous research that has demonstrated differential exposure to friend and neighborhood violence as a function of sex. For example, other research has found that boys are more likely than girls to report deviant peer affiliation (e.g., Weerman and Hoeve 2012) and witnessing community violence (e.g., Finkelhor et al. 2013) , perhaps because gender-related norms encourage lower levels of adult supervision and greater levels of delinquency in boys' friendship networks as compared to those of girls (Morash 1986) .
Most importantly, risk profiles predicted trajectories of psychological and physical DV perpetration across adolescence controlling for demographic covariates. Specifically, adolescents who experienced school, neighborhood, and family risk reported greater levels of psychological and physical DV perpetration across all grades compared to youth in the low risk group. For physical, but not psychological DV, the school and neighborhood profile (vs. low risk) was also associated with elevated perpetration levels. These findings suggest that exposure to antisocial behavior across multiple contexts may have synergistic effects that increase perpetration risk. For example, emotion regulation deficits and pro-violence norms that result from exposure to family and school violence may be exacerbated for youth in high-violence neighborhoods that reinforce antisocial norms and provide limited opportunities to learn self-regulatory skills.
In terms of primary prevention implications, the findings of the current study suggest the need to target multiple social contexts concurrently. Further, as noted by Lanza et al. (2010) , the identification of those at greatest risk for DV can inform efforts to target limited prevention resources more effectively and efficiently. While more research is needed to replicate our findings, the results of the current study suggest that, compared to youth with other contextual risk configurations, middle-school aged youth who have been exposed to family violence, live in high-violence neighborhoods, and attend schools where substance use is normative are at the most risk for engaging in DV across the high school years and thus should be targeted by DV prevention programs. Such programs should concomitantly aim to decrease exposure to antisocial behavior and increasing prosocial bonding in each of these contexts (families, neighborhoods, schools). We note that few DV prevention programs have been evaluated among high risk youth (for a review see, Reyes et al. 2016 ) and extant programs may need to be modified to address systemic risk across multiple contexts in order to achieve and sustain effects. For example, Shaw et al. (2016) suggest that familycentered prevention programs need to be more intensive and designed to reduce access barriers (e.g., able to be implemented in homes) in order to achieve effects for high risk youth nested in highly deprived neighborhoods.
Unexpectedly, levels of DV were not significantly different for those in the school and family and school and friend profiles compared to those in the low risk group. It is possible that measurement limitations may have influenced these findings. In particular, our measures of family and friend violence did not directly assess exposure to interparental violence or friends' DV behaviors. Witnessing a friend or parent perpetrate partner violence may influence specific cognitions about romantic relationships; thus, measures that specifically assess these exposures may be more predictive of DV than general measures that may tap into exposure to other types of violence in the peer and family contexts. Also, contrary to expectations, change in DV perpetration over time did not vary as a function of risk profile membership. This may have been due to the fact that, while there was significant individual variability in trajectory intercepts (i.e., levels of DV), there was little individual variability in change over time in DV that profile membership could explain. Notably, there was significant residual variability in DV at each time-point, suggesting the importance of future research that examines whether and how time-specific within-person increases in contextual risk may influence risk for DV perpetration (Davis et al. 2017) .
The current study has several limitations to consider in interpreting results. The study used a non-probability sample and was restricted to those who reported not having perpetrated at T1, limiting the generalizability of results. Measures were self-reported and thus subject to social desirability and samesource bias. Latent profiles were created using a single indicator of risk, and protection within each context and our indicator of school risk, in particular, was limited in that it assessed substance use rather than violence exposure. Finally, we did not evaluate whether the influence of the contextual risk profiles on DV varied for different demographic subgroups. Research has found that the etiological pathways leading DV may vary as a function of sex and race, suggesting that this may be an important avenue for future research (Foshee et al. 2010) .
Notwithstanding these limitations, the current study has several strengths. First, the study focused on contextual factors associated with DV, which have been understudied relative to individual level factors in extant literature. Second, our use of a person-centered approach to identify contextual risk profiles is consistent with developmental perspectives that suggest that contextual factors operate synergistically to predict risk behavior. Third, our analytic approach leveraged the availability of longitudinal data to establish temporality between contextual risk profiles and DV, while controlling for demographic factors and measurement error.
To our knowledge, this is the first study to identify and characterize distinct profiles of contextual risk and protective factors and link them to trajectories of adolescent DV. The associations identified provide more evidence of the salience of the neighborhood, school, and family contexts in the development of DVand suggest that early adolescents exposed to antisocial behavior in all of these contexts may be at greatest risk. Although more research is needed, findings suggest that DV prevention efforts early in the lifecourse should seek to prevent or reduce exposure to violence and increase prosocial regulation in the neighborhood, school, and family contexts. 
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